REMARKS 

This paper is submitted in response to the Office Action mailed November 29, 
2007. The Applicant respectfully requests that the following Remarks be entered into the 
official file pertaining to the subject application. 

Claims 1-25 are pending in the subject application. 

Claims 1-25 stand rejected. 

The following sections address in seriatim the points in the Office Action 
requiring response. 
Rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 

Claims 1-25 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,836,653 to Kang. While Applicant disagrees with 
the merits of the rejection, Claims 1, 9 5 13-14, 16, 20 and 24-25 have been amended to 
clarify the location of the mobile appliance. Applicant submits that Kang fails to teach 
each and every element of Claims 1-25 and respectfully requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejection thereof. 

In the Action , the Office alleges that Kang discloses a method of determining the 
location of a mobile appliance and providing the location to a mobile positioning location 
center and discloses each element of Claim 1 at Col. 2, lines 46-63 and Col. 5, lines 8-33 
thereof. Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Office's characterization of the 
teachings of Kang. 

For example, these referenced sections of Kang describe storing a home-zone list 
of a mobile station at an mobile switching center (MSC) in an associated visitor location 
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register (VLR). The VLR determines whether the location information of the mobile 
station is included in the list to detect whether the mobile station has moved from the 
home zone to a non-home zone or vice- versa. When a mobile station sends a call request 
(origination or termination), the subscriber may be informed of the present location by a 
specific tone generated from the mobile station. See Kang 5 Col. 5, lines 8-33. 

As is well known in this art, a VLR is incapable of determining the 
geographic location of a mobile phone. In contrast, a VLR contains subscriber data 
required for call handling and mobility management for mobile subscribers currently 
located in an area associated or controlled by the VLR. Kang discloses a method and 
system for call delivery and zone notification location information stored in a VLR is 
reported to a Home Location Register (HLR) via a control network. See Column 5, lines 
34-48. The "location" reported to the HLR and/or stored in the VLR is not the 
geographic location of the mobile device but is only an identification of the base 
station (Le„ home zone or non-home zone) currently serving the mobile appliance . 
See Col. 5, lines 10-15. This location information, i.e., the identification of the current 
serving base station, does not provide the necessary information to determine the 
geographic location of a mobile phone and thus is insufficient to be sent to a mobile 
position location center. For this reason at least, Applicant respectfully requests 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of independent Claims 1,9, 16 and 20. 

Further, Applicant cannot find a disclosure in the recited portions of Kang or in 
the entire disclosure thereof "matching the tasking message and the determined 
geographic location using the call request information" as required by independent Claim 
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1 (Claims 16 and 20 provide similar elements). Rather, Kang discloses when a call 
request (origination or termination) is sent or receive, a subscriber is informed whether 
the mobile station is located in a home zone or non-home zone based upon a 
determination made by the VLR. See Kang at Col. 5, lines 14-20. There is ? however, no 
disclosure in Kang of matching a tasking message (e,g., from an MPLC which may 
include serving cell, sector, time of request information) with a determined geographic 
location of the mobile station using call request information (e.g., serving cell, sector, 
time of request information), and Applicant respectfully requests the Office direct 
Applicant's attention to the support in Kang for this element. For the reasons enumerated 
above, Applicant submits that Kang fails to teach each and every element of independent 
Claims 1,9, 16 and 20 and respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejection of Claims 1, 9, 16 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). 

Claims 2-8, 10-15, 17-19 and 21-25 are dependent upon independent Claims 1, 9, 
16 and 20, respectively. Claims 1,9, 16 and 20 are in condition for allowance. By virtue 
of dependency alone and without addressing the additional patentable elements thereof, 
Applicant respectfully requests that the Office reconsider and withdraw the rejection of 
Claims 2-8, 10-15, 17-19 and 21-25. 
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Applicant submits that the present application is in condition for allowance. 
Allowance of Claims 1-25 is hereby requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/mcc/ 



Mark C. Comtois Reg. No. 46,285 



DUANE MORRIS LLP 
505 9 th Street, N.W., Suite 1000 
Washington, D.C. 20004-2166 
Telephone: (202) 776-7800 
Facsimile: (202) 776-7801 

Dated: February 15, 2008 
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